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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed on 01/31/2011 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to the entire content of the remarks, in particular that since Cervello's invention is 
dedicated to a unicast mode, incorporating White's invention, which is dedicated to a broadcast 
mode, can only destroy Cervello's invention, the combination of Cervello and White is not 
obvious, the examiner respectfully disagrees. The examiner further argues respectfully that the 
argument made by is Applicants is not entirely correct. It is true that according to Cervello's 
disclosure, the communication between an AP and a plurality of STAs is in sequential unicast 
manner during a CFP (see figure 3 and paragraph [0017]). It is also true that according to 
Cervello's illustration of figure 5, the exchange of RTS/CTS between an AP and a plurality 
STAs is in a sequential unicast manner (see figure 5 and paragraph [0040]). However, it is 
incorrect to say that the invention disclosed by Cervello cannot be done in a non-sequential- 
unicast manner. In fact, Cervello does suggest such possibility. According to paragraphs [0024] 
and [0041] of Cervello's disclosure, such is suggested. Specifically, paragraph [0041] lines 1 to 
5 suggests that the inventive RTS/CTS can be utilized in a CP as well. A CP is a contention 
period where every station in such period fights for a chance to transmit. More importantly, a 
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WLAN is usually operated under such manner. In another word, Cervello teaches a mechanism 
to utilize RTS and CTS so that interference can be reduced. White on the other hand teaches a 
mechanism to multicast a message by utilizing RTS and CTS. Therefore, under such 
consideration, an ordinary skilled artisan can see the benefit of introducing White's invention to 
Cervello 's. For at least the above reasoning, the examiner respectfully asserts that the 
Applicants' argument is with error. 

Further, for the point of argument, even Cervello's invention can only be done in a sequential- 
unicast manner as argued by the Applicant, the examiner would like to respectfully argue that it 
does not mean combining Cervello's invention with White's is not feasible. First of all, consider 
paragraph [0036] of Cervello's disclosure. The paragraph teaches that an AP broadcast a beacon 
message to a plurality of STAs to notify the time slot allocation for each STA. Secondly, 
consider paragraph [0019] of White's disclosure. The paragraph teaches that a node can 
broadcast a RTS message so that any node that hears the RTS will switch to the indicated data 
channel to receive a broadcast message. With the above two teaching from respectfully Cervello 
and White, one can render that if Cervello's invention is able to broadcast a beacon message, it 
must also be able to broadcast a RTS message. Then, when Cervello's invention is in view of 
White's the following can possibly result: 1) an AP broadcasts a beacon to notify time slot 
allocations of the STAs; 2) the AP broadcasts a RTS (see White, paragraph [0019]); 3) when 
each STA in the AP's range receives the RTS, each STA can acknowledge the reception of it 
with a CTS (see White, paragraph [0022]); 4) the AP receives the CTSs from a certain group of 
STAs in the range (see White, paragraph [0022]); 5) the AP now only need to poll the STAs in 
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the group of STAs with RTS in a sequential unicast manner (see Cervello, paragraph [0040]); 6) 
other STAs in the group also receive the CTSs from each other and set their NAVs so not to 
interfere the STA, which has the right to communication with the AP (see Cervello, paragraphs 
[0039-0041]). The benefit of such combination is that the AP now only need to poll the STAs in 
a certain group, thus reduce bandwidth used in communication. 

In conclusion, either Cervellos is in the sequential-unicast or the non-sequential-unicast mode, 
the introducing of White's invention docs not destroy Cervello's invention. Therefore, the 
examiner respectfully asserts that the combination of Cervello and White is feasible and the 
rejection in accordance to the combination should remain. 

RCE 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 01/31/201 1 has been entered. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
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claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
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the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

6. Claims 12, 14, 18, 20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cervello et al, U.S. Publication No. 2002/0071448 (hereinafter Cervello) in view of White 
et al, U.S. Application No. 60/387434 (hereinafter White). 

Regarding Claim 12, Cervello teaches that a method for reducing contention conflicts in a 
wireless infrastructure basic service set network (see Abstract, Figures 3-5, Paragraphs [0018] 
[0020-0026] e.g. figure 4, [0018] [0023-0024]; the wireless network of figure 4 illustrates 
overlapping BSSs), the method comprising: coordinating by an access point (see Figure 4 and 
5 e.g. an access point, AP) a contention-free communication by the access point (see 
Paragraphs [0018] [0023-0024] e.g. paragraphs [0023-0025]; a contention-free communication 
achieved by utilizing messages such as RTS and CTS and counters such as NAV and ONAV) by 
computing a time duration (see Figure 5, Paragraphs [0037-0038] e.g. [0037-0038] show the 
calculations of Durations/ID fields of the RTS-request to send and CTS-clear to send) for a 
distributed coordination function transmission (see Figure 5, Paragraphs [0039-0041] e.g. 
paragraph [0041] lines 1-5) and communicating the time duration (see Figure 5, Paragraphs 
[0037-0038] e.g. the Duration/ID field in the RTS and CTS frame) to a plurality of wireless 
stations in the infrastructure basic service set network (see Figure 4, Paragraphs [0018] 
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[0036-0038] e.g. paragraphs [0018] and [0036] teaches that the RTS/CTS frames, which includes 
the Duration/ID field are exchanged between the APs and STAs; for example, when an AP sends 
a RTS frame, all the STAs within the range can hear/receive the RTS frame), such that a 
communication data to the plurality of wireless stations is uninterrupted for the time 
duration (see Figure 5, Paragraphs [0039-0041] e.g. RTS/CTS frames make sure that no other 
network nodes are to transmit during the time duration included in the Duration/ID field; for 
example, nodes other than the intended receiving node of a RTS, do not transmit at least for the 
duration indicated in RTS frame), wherein the time duration information is used to control a 
counter (see Paragraphs [0014] [0018] [0034] [0037-0041] e.g. NAV-network allocation vectors 
are updated with the received Duration/ID values in either RTS/CTS frames) in a wireless 
station to prevent the wireless station from attempting to transmit for a predetermined 
period of time (see Paragraphs [0037-0041] i.e. when the STA has non-zero NAV, the counter 
NAV prevents the STA from attempting to transmit for at least the time period), and wherein an 
inter-frame space between at least two uninterrupted communication data is a distributed 
inter-frame space (see Figure 5, Paragraphs [0037-0041] e.g. the Duration/ID; such duration 
allows only the certain nodes to transmit and prohibits others to do so until the next duration, in 
order to make sure the transmission is not interfered for the current duration; therefore, the 
communication data is uninterrupted and the duration of transmitting the communication data is 
an inter-frame). However, Cervello does not teach that the time duration is for a plurality of 
multicast frames, such that a communication stream of the plurality of multicast frames is 
uninterrupted and wherein an inter-frame space between at least two uninterrupted 
multicast frames in said communication stream is a distributed inter-frame space. White 
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from the same field of endeavor teaches that the time duration is for a plurality of multicast 
frames (see Abstract, Figure 3, Paragraphs [0008] [0019-0022] [0026-0027] i.e. the paragraphs, 
specifically paragraph [0022], suggests that a multicast-broadcast message is sent after RTS/CTS 
exchange between an AP and a plurality of STAs), such that a communication stream of the 
plurality of multicast frames is uninterrupted (by combining White's multicast-broadcast 
message transmitting mechanism with Cervello's collision avoidance mechanism, it yields that 
an AP is able to transmit multicast messages to a plurality of STAs without interference from 
each other) and wherein an inter-frame space between at least two uninterrupted multicast 
frames in said communication stream is a distributed inter-frame space (similarly, 
combination of Cervello and White's teaching yields the particular claimed feature as an result). 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate multicast-broadcast message transmitting mechanism with Cervello's collision 
avoidance mechanism. The motivation would have been that it is desired to be able to 
acknowledging receipt of a multicast message from each recipient, while at the same time 
avoiding unnecessary use of valuable bandwidth resources (see White, [0005-0007]). 

Regarding Claim 14, Cervello further teaches that the method, wherein the communicating 
step further comprises embedding and transmitting the time duration in a header of a data 
packet (see [0037]). 



Application/Control Number: 10/541,763 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2464 

Regarding Claim 18, Cervello teaches that An access point in a wireless infrastructure basic 
service set network (see Abstract, Figures 3-5, Paragraphs [0018] [0020-0026] e.g. figure 4, 
[0018] [0023-0024]; the wireless network of figure 4 illustrates overlapping BSSs containing 
different APs), the access point comprising: means for computing a time duration (see 
Figure 5, Paragraphs [0037-0038] e.g. [0037-0038] show the calculations of Durations/ID fields 
of the RTS-request to send and CTS-clear to send) for a distributed coordination function 
transmission of frames (see Figure 5, Paragraphs [0039-0041] e.g. paragraph [0041] lines 1-5); 
means for transmitting the time duration to counters in a plurality of devices associated 
with the wireless network (see Figure 4, Paragraphs [0014] [0018] [0034] [0036-0038] e.g. 
paragraphs [0018] and [0036] teaches that the RTS/CTS frames, which includes the Duration/ID 
field are exchanged between the APs and STAs; for example, when an AP sends a RTS frame, 
all the STAs within the range can hear/receive the RTS frame; the STAs, which receives the RTS 
frame, update their NAV/ONAV), via digital packets embedded in a transmission stream (see 
[0037] e.g. the RTS frame); wherein the access point retains control of a medium by fixing a 
duration field and whereby the access point can adjust the duration field to release the 
medium (see Figure 5, [0036-0038] [0042] i.e. figure 5 suggests that the AP release the medium 
after CF-end is sent; equation of the [0037] suggests that the duration is adjustable) and wherein 
an inter-frame space between at least two uninterrupted frames is a distributed inter-frame 
space (see Figure 5, Paragraphs [0037-0041] e.g. the Duration/ID; such duration allows only the 
certain nodes to transmit and prohibits others to do so until the next duration, in order to make 
sure the transmission is not interfered for the current duration; therefore, the communication data 
is uninterrupted and the duration of transmitting the communication data is an inter-frame). 
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However, Cervello does not teach that the frames are a plurality of multicast frames and 
wherein an inter-frame space between at least two uninterrupted multicast frames in said 
communication stream is a distributed inter-frame space. White from the same field of 
endeavor teaches that the frames are a plurality of multicast frames (see Abstract, Figure 3, 
Paragraphs [0008] [0019-0022] [0026-0027] i.e. the paragraphs, specifically paragraph [0022], 
suggests that a multicast-broadcast message is sent after RTS/CTS exchange between an AP and 
a plurality of STAs; by combining White's multicast-broadcast message transmitting mechanism 
with Cervello's collision avoidance mechanism, it yields that an AP is able to transmit multicast 
messages to a plurality of STAs without interference from each other) and wherein an inter- 
frame space between at least two uninterrupted multicast frames in said communication 
stream is a distributed inter-frame space (similarly, combination of Cervello and White's 
teaching yields the particular claimed feature as an result). At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the art to incorporate multicast-broadcast 
message transmitting mechanism with Cervello's collision avoidance mechanism. The 
motivation would have been that it is desired to be able to acknowledging receipt of a multicast 
message from each recipient, while at the same time avoiding unnecessary use of valuable 
bandwidth resources (see White, [0005-0007]). 

Regarding Claim 20, Cervello further teaches that the access point, wherein the access point 
permits bandwidth provisioning in order to provide quality of service for streaming service 

(see Figure 6, [0013] [0019] [0043-0047]). 
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Regarding Claim 22, Cervello teaches the method, wherein said coordinating step further 
comprises: coordinating in a first cell a contention-free session, each said contention-free 
session including multiple transmissions with other member stations in the first cell (see 

Figure 3, Paragraph [0017] [0036-0043] e.g. the CFP). However, Cervello does not teach that 
said time duration being such that a plurality of multicast frames are delivered in a single 
communication stream for each multicast frame transmission stream eliminating the 
requirement for contending for a communication medium for each multicast frame 
transmission (see [0022] i.e. the multicast-broadcast message is transmitted to multiple STAs at 
once). At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person ordinary skill in the 
art to incorporate multicast-broadcast message transmitting mechanism with Cervello 's collision 
avoidance mechanism. The motivation would have been that it is desired to be able to 
acknowledging receipt of a multicast message from each recipient, while at the same time 
avoiding unnecessary use of valuable bandwidth resources (see White, [0005-0007]). 



Conclusion 



7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutoiy period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

8. Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the 
references applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. Although the 
specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are applied to specific 
limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply as well. It is 
respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing responses, to fully consider the references 
in entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention, as well as the context of 
the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed by the Examiner. 

In the case of amending the claimed invention, Applicant is respectfully requested to indicate the 
portion(s) of the specification which dictate(s) the structure relied on for proper interpretation 
and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds of the claimed invention. 
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9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to WEI-PO KAO whose telephone number is (571)270-3128. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30AM to 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Ricky Ngo can be reached on (571)272-3139. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Ricky Ngo/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 
2464 
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/Wei-po Kao/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2464 



